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I. Data on the doctoral student, doctoral studies, dissertation, abstract and 

publications. Dimitar Alexandrov Nitsov is a graduate of the Sofia University “St. Kliment 

Ohridski”. In 2004 he graduated with a Bachelor's degree in History, and in 2018 he obtained a 

Master's degree in History. He is currently the Chief Expert-Archivist at the State Agency 

“Archives”. Dimitar Nitsov is a part-time doctoral student in the doctoral program “History of 

Bulgaria - History of the Bulgarian Lands 15th - 17th  Centuries” with the scientific supervisor 

Assoc. Prof. Svetlana Ivanova, PhD. The submitted report on the fulfillment of the minimum 

national requirements under Article 2b of the Law on the Development of the Academic Staff 

of the Republic of Bulgaria for Professional Field 2.2. History and Archaeology (History of 

Bulgaria 15th–17th centuries) meets the regulatory requirements for admission to public 

defense.  

In the form in which it is presented, the dissertation consists of 274 pages with the 

bibliography and includes an introduction, four chapters and a conclusion (255 pages of main 

text, but the volume is larger, since the standard requirements for formatting the text were not 

met). Diverse, mostly published source material has been studied. 2 documents stored in the 

State Archives – Vratsa, f. 475K, op.1, a.e. 143, l.1-2 and in the Central State Archives, f. 797K, 

op. 2, a.e. 11, l. 1, and 52 sources published in our country and abroad, as well as the results of 

the personal field research of the dissertation candidate, have been commented on. The 

bibliographic list includes 232 studies on the topic of the dissertation work, published in our 

country and abroad (in Serbian, Greek, English, French, Romanian, Turkish, etc.). 

The chosen topic is significant and dissertable, but also an undeniable challenge for the 

researcher. Dozens of studies by historians, writers, art historians, theologians, and local 

historians have been devoted to the monasteries, which set the benchmarks for the cultural and 

spiritual life of the Bulgarians during the Ottoman period, but the problems of the monastery 

economy, an important part of the economic history of the 15th–18th centuries, remain 

somewhat outside the interest of researchers in the 20th century. There are only a few 

publications  directly related to this issue (Iv. Sakazov, M. Bur-Markovska, O. Todorova, Hr. 

Matanov, K. Mincheva, etc.), despite the diverse information in the documents published since 

D. Ihchiev. There are relatively more, but not enough, publications in the 21st century, especially 

in Bulgarian historiography, which, at least so far, lacks an independent monograph on these 

problems, with the exception of the study by Iv. Sakazov from the 1920s. An in-depth study of 

the role of monasteries not only as spiritual and cultural, but also as economic centers, as D. 

Nitsov points out, would consolidate the picture of economic activity in Rumelia, incorporating 

the monastery economy into the development of socio-economic relations in the Bulgarian 



lands and the Balkans. The complex study of the economic aspects of monastery life would also 

provide answers to the questions of their physical survival, existence and development in the 

16th – 18th centuries. 

The main text of the dissertation is preceded by a traditional introduction, in which the 

choice of the topic, the chronological framework, the set goals and objectives, the chosen 

structure, the applied methods and approaches of research are justified (structural-diachronic, 

historical-comparative, historical-typological, quantitative, etc., among which the 

interdisciplinary and systematic geographical approach occupies an important place). The 

definitively stated goals and objectives fit the dissertation research into the larger theme of “man 

– society – nature”, projected on monastic communities, the settlement network and the 

monastery economy. The geographical area, extensively commented on by the dissertation 

candidate, goes beyond our current political borders and also includes those parts (including 

contact zones) outlined and argued in the research of Prof. Tsv. Georgieva. As part of the 

Bulgarian cultural area, some monasteries of Mount Athos - Hilendar, Zograf, etc. - fall into the 

focus of the study. The wide chronological range – 16th –18th centuries – allows us to examine 

the development of the most important changes that occurred in the monastery network and the 

monastery economy over the course of three centuries. The wide chronological range – 16th–

18th centuries – allows us to examine the development of the most important changes that 

occurred in the monastery network and the monastery economy over the course of three 

centuries. 

Of particular importance for the development of the dissertation work is the proposed 

analysis of the sources, divided into three categories – domestic (kondiki, correspondence, 

accounting receipts from the end of the 18th century, inscriptions and notes on manuscripts, 

pandahusi, etc.), Ottoman documents (registries, firmans, petitions, etc.), travelogues and other 

testimonies of travelers and diplomats, and a critical historiographical overview. The 

historiographical overview of the research in our country and abroad is relatively complete, 

since some of the specialized publications are also discussed within each chapter. The research 

of M. Bur-Markovska, O. Todorova, Sv. Ivanova, K. Mutafova, H. Vachev, E. Zachariadou, E. 

Balta, Al. Fotich, E. Kolovos, F. Kotzageorgis, N. Merdzimekis, etc. is thoroughly commented 

on, with important significance for the problems developed by D. Nitsov. For me at least, there 

is no doubt that the approach and structured presentation of the thematic fields in the review of 

research on the topic, although some omissions have been made, is also due to the publications 

of the doctoral student on specifically historiographical problems. 

Among the main problems around which the presentation in the first chapter (pp. 25–75) 

is centered are the continuity and inherited traditions from the pre-Ottoman period, the status 

of the monasteries and the changes in monastery land ownership in the 15th–16th centuries, the 

adaptation of the monastery economy to the conditions of the Ottoman administrative and legal 

system. Basic concepts and categories relating to the typology of monasteries according to their 

ecclesiastical status (diocesan/parish and stauropegial), the structure of the monastery 

complexes (kinovia, idiorithmia, lavra, skete, cell/cell, abbess's house, etc.), often contradictory 

definitions in historiography, are clarified. Particular attention is paid to the methos, the direct 

contact zone between the monastic world, urban and rural communities. 

The process of change and adaptation to the new political and religious conditions 

occupies a decisive place in the analysis of the new reality. A key role is played by the bilateral 



agreements between some of the largest monasteries in the Bulgarian lands and the Balkans 

(the Ser Monastery "St. John Prodromos", the Rila Monastery, Athos monasteries, etc.) and the 

Ottoman rulers, concluded during the conquest. Special attention is paid to the repeatedly 

debated in our and foreign historiography issues regarding the status of monasteries and 

monastic communities, discussed in the context of the Sharia postulates applied in the Arab 

Caliphate, and the regulations of the kanuns and kanunnamets in the Ottoman state. Within the 

framework of the implementation of the Zimma pact and the legal statements of the Hanifite 

school in the Ottoman Empire, the vital issues of maintenance, repair and the repeatedly 

violated ban on the construction of new temples (Kavarna, Shumen, Stanimaka, Boboshevo, 

Ruse, Tatar Pazardzhik, etc.) have been studied. The above examples of the construction of new 

monastery temples could be supplemented with the rich information in the monograph of Prof. 

H. Vachev (Church Construction and Architecture in the Bulgarian Lands in the 15th – 18th Centuries. 

V. Tarnovo: Faber Publishing House, 2023). 

In view of their taxation, Nitsov distinguishes and comments on two periods in the 

economic history of the monasteries: the first – from the conquest of the Bulgarian lands to the 

reign of Sultan Selim II (1566–1574), and the second – after the reforms (1568/1569) of 

Sheikhul-Islam Ebussuud Efendi until the end of the 18th century. In my opinion, the fact that 

the issues regarding the tax status of the monasteries are still controversial is not without 

significance, especially since a large part of them did not “fall” under the “permission” of the 

Ottoman authorities at all, and the registered monks were rather an exception. Their absence 

from the jizya registers, to which D. Nitsov draws attention, is also a controversial case, since 

the information about payment/or exemption from jizya is very contradictory. However, there 

is no doubt that in the first century and a half of Ottoman rule, taxation was largely determined 

by the circumstances in which a particular monastery fell under Ottoman rule. The monasteries 

were no exception, paying only a fixed sum (maktu) during the tax year, formed most often 

from the tithes due, without necessarily indicating what exactly they were (The data from the 

detailed 16th century defters that I recently translated support the widespread application of this 

practice as early as the beginning of the century). The examples cited in confirmation of the 

visibly increased taxation of monasteries after the reforms of the end of the sixties of the 16th 

century and the tax registration undertaken in connection with attempts to redefine, 

conditionally speaking, the legal regulation of the status of monastery property indicate that for 

many of them it does not differ from what the rayet hane pays for his farm. 

The second chapter, Monastery Network and Natural Geographical Aspects of the Lands 

in Which It Developed During the 16th – 18th Centuries (pp. 75–109), is innovative in its 

approach and research methodology. These questions remained relatively “new” for Bulgarian 

historical science for a long time, although they were leading in Western European 

historiography since the time of F. Braudel. The great contribution is made by Prof. Tsv. 

Georgieva, who, from the standpoint of historical anthropology, imposes new approaches and 

models in the development of the complex spectrum of problems determining the degree of 

assimilation of the Bulgarian space before and after the Ottoman conquest. They are leading in 

a number of studies (S. Parveva, M. Petkova, H. Hristozov; E. Kolovos, F. Kotzageorgis, etc.), 

including the dissertation reviewed here. Following this model, Nitsov outlines the scope, 

changes and density of the monastery network for each historical-geographical region of the 

Bulgarian space and its contact zones along the vertical and horizontal axis in the context of the 



geographical environment, climate and natural factors that determine its development. He refers 

to published Ottoman register material, travelogues and inscriptions from the 16th and 17th 

centuries, as well as to available, mostly local, research. Many questions remain unclear 

regarding the chronology of the existence of individual monasteries, which the new 

documentary receipts under the contractual relations between the state archives of Bulgaria and 

the Republic of Turkey, as well as the free access for work in the Ottoman archives, partially 

revise. To consolidate the information, I would recommend the above-mentioned monograph 

by H. Vachev, as well as some of my recent studies (see Mutafova, K. Little-known Monastery 

Centers of the 16th century (based on data from Ottoman registers of the period). – In: Collection of 

materials from the scientific conference “Geography, geopolitics and public development” in honor of 

the 60th anniversary of Prof. Dr. habil Atanas Dermendzhiev. Editor-in-chief S. Dermendzhieva, Kr. 

Mutafova et al. V. Tarnovo, 2021, pp. 38–51). 

The overview of the available data for dozens of monasteries along the vertical axis 

highlights a concentration that largely coincides with the settlement system presented by Tsv. 

Georgieva. The majority of them are located in the foothills and on the high fields, their 

presence is the weakest in the plains and lowlands, with the exception of the old urban centers 

(Tarnovo, Shumen, etc.). In support of the conclusions regarding the density of the monastery 

network in each of the 4 ecological belts of the Bulgarian space, the attached table of 

monasteries according to their location along the vertical spatial axis is provided. A detailed 

survey of the monasteries located along the horizontal axis of the space reveals the uneven 

density of the monastery network during the period under consideration. Their distribution, as 

Nitsov emphasizes, largely follows the settlement network in the Bulgarian space outlined by 

Tsv. Georgieva. The regions with the greatest concentration of monasteries, commented on in 

detail, are mainly in the western Bulgarian lands – the territories of the Kyustendil, Vidin 

(especially Timoshko), Sofia and the western parts of the Pasha sandjak (especially the northern 

parts of the Middle Rhodopes), Samokov and its surroundings, Pirot (Poganovski Monastery), 

Western and Central Stara Planina, Ohrid and Skopje sandjak. To these I would also add the 

Vratsa Diocese, researched by me based on unpublished Ottoman registry data (Mutafova, K. 

Topos of urban space in Ottoman documentation from the 16th–17th centuries (on the example of 

Turnovo, Nikopol and Vratsa). – In: The Balkans – language, history, culture. Vol. 4. V. Turnovo, 2015, 

pp. 39-62, and the article mentioned above). The monastery network in the Nikopol sandjak is 

distinguished by uneven density, with support points also from the period of the Second 

Bulgarian Kingdom. The factors that influenced the stability of the monastery network are 

commented on, among which the status of the settlements and their inhabitants (derbendzhis, 

dzheleps, miners, falconers, merchants and craftsmen, etc.) plays an important role. A typical 

example is Arbanassi, the case of Etropole, Boboshevo, etc. is similar. The thesis advanced by 

some authors (M. Keel, H. Vachev, etc.), which D. Nitsov supports with convincing arguments, 

is that the presence or absence of a dense monastery network depends not so much on the 

“authority” of the church institution, as on the settlement network with Christian residents with 

a specialized status, in constant contact with spiritual centers. 

The reasons for the extremely weak presence of monasteries in the eastern Bulgarian 

lands (especially in the northeastern and southeastern ones, which fall within the borders of the 

Silistra Sanjak), in Dobrudja and the Thracian Lowland, devastated or poorly settled on the eve 

of the Ottoman conquest, colonized by Muslims in the 16th century, are analyzed. It would be 



difficult to speak of a “monastery network” in the Western Rhodopes, as Nitsov notes, where 

from the 16th century a significant part of the Bulgarian population began to Islamize, and in 

the Eastern Rhodopes the conditions for the continuation of the monastery tradition were 

interrupted even before the Ottoman invasion. Without completely denying the destruction of a 

number of monasteries in the course of the Ottoman conquest, D. Nitsov expresses a reasoned 

disagreement with the thesis of Hr. Gandev about the total “extinguishment of monastic life” in 

the Bulgarian lands (p. 98), which I categorically support. 

The synchronous study of the natural geographical and climatic features of the lands 

covering the monastery network is of a contributing nature. The role of natural water sources is 

highlighted, near which large monasteries with economic potential are almost necessarily 

located (Rila, Bachkovo, Troyan, Basarbovo, etc.). In the context of the characteristics of the 

medieval agrarian economy, such as the monastery economy, the influence of floods, hail, 

torrential rains and climate changes is discussed, the most disturbing among which is the 

permanent cold snap and harsh winters, which doom the existence of agricultural production in 

general. The question that D. Nitsov poses is to what extent the cold snap of the Alpine zones, 

with particularly strong peaks in the 17th  century, was observed in the Balkans and in particular 

in the Bulgarian lands. Although the sources frequently mention famine years, cold winters, 

food shortages and livestock deaths, according to him, no direct evidence from the 17th – 18th   

enturies has been found to date, revealing exactly how climate change and, in particular, the 

cold snap affected the monastery economy in the Bulgarian lands. The analyzed sources and 

examples cited also indicate that the so-called "little ice age" also had its "warm breaks" in the 

17th and 18th centuries. 

Of key importance for the study of the monastery economy is the third chapter (pp. 110–

154). The main task that the D. Nitsov sets himself is to fully characterize all its aspects and 

main economic activities and at the same time to reveal how vital it is for the existence of the 

monasteries, to what extent it manages to satisfy the needs of the monks, to be economically 

profitable and profitable. No less important angle in the exposition are the economic relations 

of the population with the monastery institution. The monastery economy, as shown by the 

Ottoman registers and monastery conditions analyzed by Nitsov, has its presence in all spheres 

of economic relations in the Ottoman Empire in the period 16th – 18th  centuries – agricultural 

activity, craft production, trade, lending and rentiership. In addition, the monastery economy 

has one main pillar, significantly distinguishing it from the peasant economy – the inflow of 

funds from donations. Outlining the specifics of the monastery economy, the author pays special 

attention to autarky, comments on the two main types of monastery farms with their main 

characteristics - with dominant agrarian activity and priority of agriculture (smaller and 

medium-sized monasteries); with more developed differentiated economic activity (agriculture 

and cattle breeding, processing of agricultural and animal products, development of crafts, 

various financial activities - rentier ship, creditorship, etc.), characteristic of the large 

monasteries. 

An indisputable dominant in the monastery economy, as indicated by the commented 

available sources and summarized data in the attached tables, is agrarian activity. The main 

industry is agriculture, largely determined by the specifics of the practice of Orthodox 

Christianity. The summarized data from the Ottoman registers, the testimonies of travelers and 

the conditions analyzed by Nitsov indicate the cultivation of typical medieval crops – wheat, 



mixed grain (rye and barley), flax, onions, garlic, cucumbers, vineyards. The taxation of 

eggplant, spinach or watermelons is not documented, but this, as he notes, does not exclude 

their cultivation. As confirmed by the dozens of examples given for different regions of the 

Bulgarian territory, for the most part the monastery economy is polycultural with the highest 

share of vineyards and cereals, among which wheat has the highest tax rate compared to barley, 

rye and millet. As a good experience in view of the goals of the dissertation research, I would 

appreciate the comparative analysis of the agrarian economy of some monasteries with the 

economy of the rayet population from neighboring settlements and the commented conclusions 

regarding the similarities and differences. 

As his contribution, and rightly so, D. Nitsov notes the reasoned analysis of the sectoral 

structure of the monastery economy, based on the tabulated agricultural activities in 25 

monasteries from all over Bulgaria (Table 2). The largest share is occupied by the vine and its 

derivatives (76% of the monasteries), and not by grain production, which was traditional for 

the Bulgarian economy during the period, the second most important sector (64%). In third 

place are fruit trees, and the least represented are horticulture and the cultivation of legumes 

(24%). Animal husbandry and agriculture are rather peripheral activities for the monastery 

economy. The summarized data from the tax registers indicate that the monasteries that are 

actively engaged in cattle breeding are rather a minority, most often the large monasteries. As a 

production activity, crafts are also practiced mostly in large monasteries with a differentiated 

economy. The summarized data on the practiced crafts and industries in the farms of 25 

monasteries (Table 3) show that agriculture, without exception, is the main pillar in their 

production economy. Next in line is milling (52% of the indicated monasteries own watermills). 

In third place (44%) are the production of must and beekeeping. Cattle breeding is part of the 

economy for only 24% of the monasteries, and crafts for 8% of them. 

An important place in the structure of the monastery economy is occupied by non-

productive income, among which donations have the strongest influence on the financial well-

being of the monasteries. In his analysis, Nitsov distinguishes between the income from large 

donors and the alms left by pilgrims in money and in kind from those that are the result of the 

active actions of the monastic brotherhoods and their religious propaganda outside the 

monasteries. 

As his observations, supported by specific examples, show, the expansion of the 

monastery complexes and their maintenance (Zograf Monastery, Basarbovski, Preobrazhenski 

Monastery, etc.) is always done with the funds of large donors, among whom are the rulers of 

Moldova, Wallachia, Russia, etc. Particular attention is paid to the taxidiote monks, as well as 

the "pandahus" that they wear when collecting alms in Rumelia, Russia, Wallachia, etc. The 

conclusion, based on the examples presented, is that the flow of donations is continuous, and 

the largest initiatives related to the material development of the monastery centers are 

implemented with the donations. The best investment assets of the monasteries, as the proposed 

analysis reveals, are agricultural lands, a guarantee of their economic security. The commented 

examples indicate a skillful financial policy on the part of the monastic brotherhoods and an 

economic initiative aimed at ensuring sustainability, but also at stimulating the proceeds from 

economic assets. 

A significant contribution to the dissertation research is made by the most voluminous 

fourth chapter – a catalog, including summarized data for 99 monasteries on the territory of 



today's Bulgarian lands and North Macedonia (pp. 155–252), examined within the framework 

of the respective sanjaks (I reserve my reservations regarding the discussions about the Sofia 

sanjak and Pasha sanjak, pp. 209–210). The information for each of the monasteries is 

synthesized and presented in several headings: ecclesiastical status and administrative 

affiliation; geographical location; historical development; economic characteristics. In the 

context of the goals of the dissertation research, the relationship between monastery - natural 

environment - nearby settlements is leading. An interdisciplinary approach has been applied, 

including studies dedicated to natural geography, climatology, etc. The compilation of such a 

catalog is an undeniable challenge, confronting the researcher with a number of difficulties, 

which D. Nitsov also dwells on – from the localization and identification of the specific 

monastery, since many of them, as well as the settlements close to them, do not exist, to the 

way they were designated in the Ottoman registers and the very laconic information about their 

economic characteristics. Dozens of studies have been reviewed, a number of discussion 

problems have been commented on regarding the identification of specific monasteries and 

their patron, the chronology of their existence, as far as it is possible to specify from the 

available sources and publications, respectively. the presence of proven continuity from the 

period of the medieval Bulgarian state. A number of errors and inaccuracies have been 

corrected, but some have also been admitted. 

The conclusion systematizes the main conclusions and findings regarding the continuity, 

changes in the monastery network and the status of the monasteries after the Ottoman conquest 

in a wide chronological range - from the 15th to the 18th century, outlines the main characteristics 

of the monastery economy. 

In conclusion of this general presentation, I will emphasize that in the form in which it is 

presented, the dissertation meets the requirements of the Law on the Development of the 

Academic Staff of the Republic of Bulgaria, the regulations to it and the Regulations on the 

conditions and procedure for acquiring scientific degrees and occupying academic positions at 

the Sofia University. 

The abstract, in a volume of 16 pages, has been developed in accordance with the 

requirements, the main conclusions and research aspects of the dissertation work are indicated, 

without explicitly specifying all scientific contributions, a list of publications on the topic of 

the dissertation is given. The four publications on the topic of the dissertation research, printed 

in periodicals and anniversary editions in the period 2022–2025, are an essential part of the 

dissertation work, raise and discuss issues extensively discussed in it. I will note that the other 

two articles mentioned in the general list relate to problems of the development of Bulgarian 

Ottoman studies and its notable representatives (B. Nedkov, G. Galabov, Josef Kabrda), based 

on archival sources. 

II. Scientific contributions. The contributions of the dissertation are quite succinctly 

stated by D. Nitsov, partly in the conclusion and in the abstract. I have already drawn attention 

to some of them in the commentary on the individual chapters. Without repeating what has been 

said, I will indicate the more significant ones. 

First of all, I will note that the dissertation is the first attempt to present a generalized 

picture of the monastery economy in the area of the Bulgarian space and its contact zones in a 

wide chronological range – 16th – 18th centuries. The attracted diverse source material and 

available publications on the topic in Bulgarian and foreign historiography, as well as the 



published results of the archaeological research and personal observations of D. Nitsov 

convincingly argue his conclusions and findings on the researched problems. 

With the dozens of examples cited (especially in the second chapter of the dissertation), 

D. Nitsov convincingly supports the thesis advanced in some of the latest studies (H. Vachev, 

R. Gradeva, M. Keel, K. Mutafova, etc.), that despite the sanctions and restrictions throughout 

the entire period under study, the density of the temple and monastery network was maintained 

not only by repair and renovation, but also by the construction of new temples. 

As one of the contributions of the dissertation work, I would highlight the applied 

methodology and achieved results in studying the relationship between the settlement system, 

natural factors and the monastery network in sync with the general demographic studies for the 

Bulgarian space. 

The conclusions regarding the characteristics and structure of the monastery economy, 

based on the systematized data on the most prevalent agrarian activities and practiced crafts and 

industries in 25 monastery farms (Tables No. 2 and 3), are also helpful. They categorically 

highlight agriculture as the main basis of the monastery production economy, and as its most 

significant share - viticulture (including the production of must) and the cultivation of cereals. 

In all four chapters of the dissertation, especially in the catalog of monasteries, D. Nitsov 

makes a number of clarifications regarding the continuity, chronology and identification of 

individual monasteries, suggests corrections, argues his own theses and hypotheses, disputes 

unfounded claims (M. Kharbova, O. Todorova, Hr. Matanov, R. Kovachev), comments on 

discussion problems. 

Notes and recommendations: Some of my notes on the essence of the text and omissions 

in the research are reflected in the commentary to the dissertation. Without the need for it to 

become a bibliographical reference, in order to fully present the issues discussed, other 

publications could be reviewed (Bur, M. The Christian Population and the Orthodox Monasteries of 

the Balkans during the Ottoman Rule. – Historical Review, 1984, No. 3; Kalitsin, M., K. Mutafova. 

Selected Ottoman Documents for Tarnovo and Tarnovo Kaza. Collection of documents. Preface, term. 

dictionary, index of geographical names. Second revised and supplemented edition. V. Tarnovo, 2012; 

Torbov, N., Petrova, A. Study of an ancient and medieval fortress in the Gradishte area, near the 

Vratsata pass. – In: Archaeological discoveries and excavations in 2011. Sofia, 2012, pp. 440–442; 

Stamboliyska, A. Parish Network in the Nahiya of Vidin in the 17th – 18th Centuries. – In: The Balkans 

– language, history, culture. Vol. 4. V. Tarnovo, 2015, pp. 189–204 (The author is defending a 

dissertation on the problems of the Vidin Metropolis). 

In my opinion, the dissertation work would “benefit” from a final revision of the text, 

which would remove the repetitions, technical errors and semantic inaccuracies (pp. 84, 90, 98, 

etc.), to specify the use of Ecumenical, Tsarigradska, Constantinople Patriarchate; temples, 

churches, cherkvi, etc. 

In view of future research by D. Nitsov, I would recommend that when analyzing the 

available sources, the fact be taken into account that the absence of a given monastery in the 

Ottoman registers is not always an indication of desertion or destruction. I will note that the 

registration of monasteries in the neighborhoods of a given city does not necessarily indicate 

their belonging to the “city monasteries”. A typical example is the three registered the 

monastery to one of the neighborhoods of Vratsa – Porto pop, in a detailed register from 

1516/1517, one of which has a patron saint “St. Nicholas”, the other is the Cherepish Monastery, 



and the third is recorded as “Dobrin dol”, whose patron saint “Isveta Troiche/St. Trinity”, is 

correctly noted in the inventory from 1579. Such a statement would correct some of the 

identifications of monasteries proposed by D. Nitsov. 

III. Conclusion. The notes and recommendations made do not diminish the value of the 

dissertation work. The significance of the developed topic and my overall assessment of the 

doctoral dissertation “Economic aspects of monastery life in the Bulgarian lands during the 16th 

– 18th  centuries” as an in-depth scientific study with original authorial theses, hypotheses and 

ideas gives me reason as a member of the Scientific Jury to vote with conviction “YES” for 

awarding the educational and scientific degree “Doctor” to Dimitar Alexandrov Nitsov in the 

professional field/doctoral program 2.2. History and Archaeology, DP “History of Bulgaria – 

History of the Bulgarian Lands 15th – 17th Centuries”. 
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